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in their bona fides. It is important, again, that the grounds
for any executive decision in this realm shall be public and
that a full assurance shall be available of prdper scrutiny
by the officials concerned of all the material relevant to
the making of a fair decision.
Where these criteria are satisfied, the fact that power
of a judicial kind is conferred upon the executive ought
not to create the alarms and excursions upon which so
much attention has been concentrated in the post-war
years. There is no reason, in experience, to suppose that
a Court of Law is better or more fairly able to decide
a dispute between School Managers and the Local Educa-
tion Authority than is the Board of Education;1 on the
contrary, granted that the latter body is fully seised of
the facts, the presumption is all the other way. There
is no reason, either, to suppose that a Court of Law is
better able than the Minister of Health to pass upon
the validity and wisdom of a closing order made against
the owner of an insanitary house by a local authority;3
on the contrary, once more, granted the character of the
issues involved, the presumption is again the other way.
What is really involved in the jurisdiction of these minis-
terial tribunals is the evolution of adequate administrative
standards; and the root of such standards is, by its nature,
far more a matter for the executive than for the Courts*
In the conference of such a jurisdiction, the requirements
of the rule of law are amply met when Parliament, in
conferring the jurisdiction, sees to it that the standards
of investigation observed in such tribunals are such as to
ensure fair play. This has been put by Kelly, C.B., in the
classic case of Wood v. JPoodt "They are bound," he
' Board of Education v. Rice [1911] A.C. 179.
* Local Government Beard v. Artidge [1915} A.C. no.
3 (1874), L.R. 9 E*. 190.
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